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Thank you forS'your revised paper, We, f3o, thotrght we 
evic?ence for clegeneracy, as in our ham3.s both poly (U,C) 
Poly (U,A) incorporate leucine, and the result is not 
to an impurity in the isotope. However, the argument 

Siously depends upon poly U not incorporating leucine, so 
retested, this. To our surqmise cana amo.prance we found 

that our poly U c?oes stimulate the incorpor&ion of some 
leucine. The mount varies but on one omasiola it !Tfas as 
hi&h as 25% of the phenyalalamine incorporated. 

EaturalIy we believe that the result with poly U is 3~ 
artefaet, but we hzve not been able to track it down. Until 
tie have done this we don't feel. :ve can trust the evidence 
from the other polymers, 

As far as we can see the result is not due to impurities 
in our poly U. Apart from the fact thatxe polymers have 
been analysed by Mariame Fye do not fin8 the incorporation of 
other amino acids which Tie should expect if other bases were 
present in our poly U. 

I hope by the time we meet we shall have found the cause 
of the trouble. 

Looking forward to discussing all this with you, 

Yours sincerely, . 

F. H, C. Crick :. 


